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Introduction

Commission Decision No. 67744 directed Staff to schedule workshops on resource
planning issues. Additionally, as part of the Settlement Agreement of that case, it was agreed
that “the Commission Staff will schedule workshops on resource planning issues to focus on
developing needed infrastructure and developing a flexible, timely, and fair competitive
procurement process.” (Paragraph 79, Settlement Agreement)

On April 5, 2007, Staff docketed a Request for Meetings Notice, and indicated that a
series of three workshops specifically related to issues of competitive procurement would be
held, and that the remaining issues related to resource planning would be conducted in other
workshops and noticed separately. Three workshops on competitive procurement were held on
April 25, 2007, May 23, 2007; and July 13, 2007. Eight entities filed nine sets of written
comments.

On October 2, 2007, Staff issued a Draft Staff Report on Competitive Procurement
Issues, with a request for comments to be filed by October 12, 2007. Six entities filed comments
in response to the Draft Staff Report. Along with this memo, Staff has filed its Final Staff
Report on Competitive Procurement Issues.

Discussion

It is Staff's intention to continue to facilitate competitive wholesale market options for the
acquisition of resources to serve electric consumers. Staff believes that conducting a rulemaking
on procurement issues is premature at this time. To enable the procurement process to go
forward expeditiously, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt Recommended Best
Practices for Procurement. The Recommended Best Practices include types of acceptable
methods of procurement, a preference for requests for proposals ("RFPs"), and the role of an
independent monitor. Staff believes that these Recommended Best Practices would provide a
means by which the Commission, ratepayers, and bidders in the wholesale market can be assured
that the procedures for obtaining new resources are fair, transparent, and result in the most
economical resources being selected.
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Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the attached Recommended Best Practices
for Procurement.

=
Emest G. Jo

Director
Utilities Division
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ORIGINATOR: Barbara Keene
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RECOMMENDED BEST PRACTICES
FOR PROCUREMENT

Procurement Methods

1. The following procurement methods are considered to be acceptable for the wholesale
acquisition of energy, capacity, and physical power hedge transactions:

A. Purchases through third party, on-line trading systems, including but not limited
to the Imtercontinental Exchange, Bloomberg, California Independent System
Operator, New York Mercantile Exchange, or other similar on-line third party
systems.

B. Purchases from qualified, third party, independent energy brokers.

C. Purchases from non-affiliated entities through auctions or a request for proposals
("RFP") process.

D. Bilateral contracts with non-affiliated entities.

E. Bilateral contracts with affiliated entities, provided that non-affiliated entities are
provided notice of and an opportunity to beat any proposed contract before
executing the transaction.

F. Any other competitive procurement process approved by the Commission.

2. Utilities should seek to use an RFP as the primary acquisition process. Exceptions may

include the following:

A.

For emergencies. An emergency is an unknown and unforeseeable condition (i)
not arising from acts or omissions by the utility which are not in accord with good
utility practice, (ii) that is temporary in nature, (iii) that threatens reliability or
poses some other significant risk to the system, and (iv) where the subject
procurement is not greater in quantity or duration than what is necessary for the
utility to restore the system to a safe and reliable condition.

For short-term acquisitions to maintain system reliability.

For other components of energy procurement, such as transmission projects, fuels,
and fuel transportation.

When the planning horizon is two years or less.
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E. When a utility encounters a genuine, unanticipated opportunity to acquire a power
supply resource at a clear and significant discount when compared with the cost
of acquiring new generating facilities that will provide unique value to customers.
F. For transactions that satisfy obligations under the Renewable Energy Standard
rules and for demand-side management/demand response programs.
Independent Monitor
1. An independent monitor should be used in all RFP processes for procurement of new

reésources.

The utility should consult with Commission Staff and jointly select three to five
companies or consultants (“vendor list””) who can serve as an independent monitor.

The utility will file its vendor list in this docket for interested parties’ review. Parties will
have 30 days to object to a vendor’s inclusion on the list.

Within 60 days of the filing of the vendor list, Staff will endorse the vendors it
determines are appropriate. Once the vendors are endorsed by Staff, the utility would be
able to retain any of the authorized vendors for future RFPs. The utility is required to
provide written notice to Staff of 1ts retention of the independent monitor.

The utility should enter into a contract with the monitor and should pay the monitor.
Reasonable bidders’ fees may be used to help offset these costs. When appropriate, the
utility may request recovery of its payments to the monitor in customer rates.

One week prior to the deadline for submitting bids, the utility should provide the
independent monitor with a copy of any bid proposal prepared by the utility or its
affiliate, or any benchmark or reference cost the utility has developed against which to
evaluate the bids. The independent monitor should take steps to secure the utility bid or
benchmark price in a location not known or accessible to any of the bidders or the utility
or its affiliate.

The independent monitor should provide reports (at least monthly) to Commission Staff
throughout the RFP process.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
FINAL STAFF REPORT ON COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT ISSUES
FOR THE GENERIC INVESTIGATION INTO ELECTRIC RESOURCE PLANNING
DOCKET NO. E-00000E-05-0431

Commission Decision No. 67744 directed Staff to schedule workshops on resource
planning issues. Additionally, as part of the Settlement Agreement of that case, it was agreed
that “the Commission Staff will schedule workshops on resource planning issues to focus on
developing needed infrastructure and developing a flexible, timely, and fair competitive
procurement process.” (Paragraph 79, Settlement Agreement)

On April 5, 2007, Staff docketed a Request for Meetings Notice, and indicated that a
series of three workshops specifically related to issues of competitive procurement would be
held, and that the remaining issues related to resource planning would be conducted in other
workshops and noticed separately. Three workshops on competitive procurement were held on
April 25, 2007; May 23, 2007; and July 13, 2007. Eight entities filed nine sets of written
comments.

On October 2, 2007, Staff i1ssued a Draft Staff Report on Competitive Procurement
Issues, with a request for comments to be filed by October 12, 2007. Six entities filed comments
in response to the Draft Staff Report.

It is Staff's intention to continue to facilitate competitive wholesale market options for the
acquisition of resources to serve electric consumers. Staff believes that conducting a rulemaking
on procurement issues is premature at this time. To enable the procurement process to go
forward expeditiously, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt Recommended Best
Practices for Procurement. The Recommended Best Practices include types of acceptable
methods of procurement, a preference for requests for proposals ("RFPs"), and the role of an
independent monitor. Staff believes that these Recommended Best Practices would provide a
means by which the Commission, ratepayers, and bidders in the wholesale market can be assured
that the procedures for obtaining new resources are fair, transparent, and result in the most
economical resources being selected.
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Introduction

Commission Decision No. 67744 directed Staff to schedule workshops to consider
resource planning issues. Additionally, Paragraph 79 of the Settlement Agreement, adopted as
part of Decision 67744, states:

79.  The Commission Staff will schedule workshops on resource planning
issues to focus on developing needed infrastructure and developing a flexible,
timely, and fair competitive procurement process. These workshops will also
consider whether and to what extent the competitive procurement should include
an appropriate consideration of a diverse portfolio of short, medium, and long-
term purchased power, utility-owned generation, renewables, DSM, and
distributed generation. The workshops will be open to all stakeholders and to the
public. If necessary, the workshops may be followed with rulemaking. (Emphasis
added)

The first workshops on resource planning issues were conducted on July 6, 2005 and
August 24, 2005. On April 5, 2007, Staff docketed a Request for Meetings Notice, and indicated
that a series of three more resource planning workshops specifically related to issues of
competitive procurement would be held, and that the remaining resource planning issues would
be conducted in other workshops and noticed separately.'

Parties were advised in the Request for Meetings Notice that the Commission Staff
planned to address issues related to developing a “flexible, timely, and fair competitive
procurement process.” As part of these workshops, discussion was to include issues and
matters contained in the Commission’s Decision No. 65743, Docket Nos. E-00000A-02-0051, et
al. (“Track B”). The parties were additionally informed that the workshops may be followed
with rulemaking.

Staff noticed and conducted three workshops, on April 25, 2007; May 23, 2007; and July
13, 2007.2 The workshops were generally well attended and resulted in significant discussion,
much of which has been documented in minutes of the workshops.> Additionally, eight entities
(Arizona Public Service Company ("APS"), Tucson Electric Power Company ("TEP"), Arizona
Electric Power Cooperative, Arizona Competitive Power Alliance, SouthWestern Power Group,
Comverge, Gila River Power, LLP ("GRP"), and Interwest Energy Alliance) docketed nine sets
of comments related to questions that Staff posed to the parties and other written comments they
wished to submit.

An additional workshop related to all other aspects of resource planning was held on June 22, 2007, and future
related workshops are anticipated.

All workshops were publicly noticed as Special Open Meetings.

The minutes of each of the workshops have been e-mailed to all of the parties who are on Staff’s email list of
parties who have attended any of the resource planning workshop, or indicated a desire to be on the e-mail
distribution list. The minutes are also available for review on the Commission’s website.
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On October 2, 2007, Staff issued a Draft Staff Report on Competitive Procurement
Issues, with a request for comments to be filed by October 12, 2007. Six entities filed comments
in response to the Draft Staff Report. Those entities were Mesquite Power, L.L.C., Southwestern
Power Group II, L.L.C., and Bowie Power Station, L.L.C. ("SWPG/Bowie/Mesquite"); Arizona
Public Service Company; Arizona Electric Power Cooperative, Inc. and Southwest Transmission
Cooperative, Inc. ("Cooperatives"); Gila River Power, L.P.; Tucson Electric Power Company
and UNS Electric, Inc. ("TEP/UNS"); and Comverge, Inc. This Final Staff Report incorporates
the comments that Staff considered to be appropriate.

Staff has made the following modifications to the Staff Report, based on the comments
received:

1. Gila River Power, LLP was added to the list on page 1 of the entities that filed
comments before the Draft Staff Report was issued;

2. The word "power" was added between "physical" and "hedge" on pages 7 and 10.
3. A definition of "emergency" was added on pages 7 and 10.

4. An exception from using an RFP for acquiring transmission and fuel was added to
pages 7 and 10.

5. An exception from using an RFP for acquiring distributed renewable energy
resources was expanded on pages 7 and 11 to include obligations under the
Renewable Energy Standard rules and demand-side management/demand response
programs.

6. The process for selection of an independent monitor was modified on pages 8 and 11.

7. Language regarding cost recovery was modified on page 9 and added to page 11.

8. Language regarding the timing of the utility providing a bid proposal to the
independent monitor was modified on page 11.

Workshops

The First Workshop (April 25, 2007)

Review of Commission’s Track B Decision

At the first workshop on April 25, 2007, Staff made a presentation of the “Track B”
proceeding (Decision No. 65743) as it related to the “Staff Proposed Solicitation Process.”
Among other things, the Track B Decision set forth how APS and TEP were to solicit new




Final Staff Report on Competitive Procurement Issues
Docket No. E-00000E-05-0431
Page 3

wholesale power sources for the years 2003-2006, including the use of an independent monitor
hired by and overseen by the Commission Staff. Copies of the relevant part of the Track B
decision, entitled “D. Detailed Staff Proposed Solicitation Process” were distributed to the group.

Review of Competitive Procurement Rules in other States

Also at the first workshop, Staff made a presentation of rules which had been adopted by
regulatory commissions in five other jurisdictions related to competitive procurement.® Staff
presented copies of those rules, as well as summaries of some of the features of the rules, which
vary considerably. Four of the five jurisdictions’ rules require the use of an independent
evaluator in all bids or in bids where the utility or its affiliate is bidding (subject to a few
exceptions, such as emergencies).5

Issues Identified

At the first workshop held April 25, parties were asked to identify the major issues and
topics of interest for these workshops. After identifying a number of issues and areas of interest,
several parties suggested Staff re-organize and consolidate the issues. In response, Staff
included these issues in the written minutes of the meeting, and invited parties to file written
responses to the issues that had been identified. Those issues identified were the following:

1. Whether the Commission should go through a formal rulemaking to formalize
procurement procedures

2. What types of generation, purchase power, or fuel resources should be subject to
formalized procurement procedures

3. Whether or not an Independent Evaluator should be required as part of the process,
and if so, the Independent Evaluator’s role in the process

4. Any required protocols for the utility self-build or affiliate bid and build options

Whether the Commission should have a direct role in the procurement process (i.e.

whether the Commission should approve draft RFPs, the timing of any required

Commission proceedings, and cost recovery and prudency issues for utilities)

6. The design, mechanics, and timing of the RFP, including evaluation criteria to be
used

7. The interaction of a formalized procurement process with a utility which is presently
subject to a building moratorium

8. Protocols for the process of evaluating RFPs that insure integrity of the process

9. How confidential and trade secret information provided by bidders should be handled

10. Whether and to what extent there should be bid fees, or other prequalification
requirements for bidders

11. The treatment of “non-conforming” proposals

@)

Washington, Oregon, Utah, Oklahoma, and lowa.

And as a practical matter, independent evaluators are always used in the fifth jurisdiction (Washington State),
even though the rule doesn’t require -it, according to discussions Staff had with a member of the Washington
Commission Staff.
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12. What to do about bids received outside the RFP process

13. How to handle demand-side management and renewables proposals and the
evaluation criteria for each to insure that the value of each is fairly reflected

14. Whether the procurement process should be tailored to interact with a utility’s
integrated resource plan, shouid the Commission begin to require the filing of such
plans

15. The adoption of “Codes of Conduct” and “Best Practices” procedures by the utility

16. What waivers or exceptions to this process should be adopted

17. Other issues related to competitive procurement

The Second Workshop (May 23, 2007)

For the second workshop, Staff invited participants to make their own presentations of
how they recommend the resource procurement process operate. Two entities, APS and the
Arizona Competitive Power Alliance, made presentations to the group. APS also explained its
“Secondary Protocol,” which was recently approved by the Commission as part of its Code of
Conduct. The second workshop also contained significant discussion of whether the
Commission should go into a rulemaking proceeding to deal with resource procurement.
Although some parties saw value in eventually creating procurement rules in conjunction with a
revised integrated resource planning ("IRP") process, there was little sentiment in the workshop
for conducting a rulemaking at this time specifically to deal with resource procurement. There
was sentiment expressed for using APS’ secondary protocol and features of the Track B decision
as guidelines for the procurement process.

The Third Workshop (July 13, 2007)

In the third workshop, Mr. Emest Johnson announced that it would likely be Staff’s
position that independent monitors be generally used in resource procurement processes, and Mr.
Johnson invited discussion of when it might make sense not to use a monitor. There was general
discussion of the role that the monitor should or should not have in the process.

Track B Process and APS’ “Secondary Protocol” for Resource Procurement

Heretofore, there have been two instances where procurement procedures have been
ordered by the Commission, or filed with the Commission by a utility. The first, as previously
noted, was part of the Commission’s “Track B” Decision, in which TEP and APS were directed
by the Commission to solicit resources for the period between 2003 and 2006. The Track B
Decision was the first instance in which the Commission had ordered the use of an Independent
Monitor, along with other protocols appropriate for the solicitation process. While the Track B
competitive procurement process applied to Arizona’s two largest regulated electric utilities,
there was no discussion of the procurement process that should be utilized by other utilities.
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The second instance was with the “Secondary Protocol” that the Track B Decision
required APS to file by June 14, 2006.° and that was later approved by the Comumission as part of
APS' Code of Conduct on June 5, 2006 (Decision No. 68741) The Secondary Protocol lists
acceptable procurement methods for APS to use in acquiring resources for its customers,
including procedures if APS is dealing with its own affiliate. An independent monitor is also
called for as part of the Secondary Protocol, but only when an affiliate of APS participates as a
bidder in the competitive process.

Competitive Procurement Requirements in other Jurisdictions

Staff has found written rules and/or orders setting forth competitive procurement
requirements from eight other jurisdictions (including the five discussed at the first workshop.)
Staff has analyzed critical features of each of these jurisdictions’ most relevant provisions and
summarized them in a table, attached hereto as Appendix 2. These jurisdictions are Utah (whose
rules were initiated by an act of legislation and went into effect on July 1 of this year),
Washington, Oregon, Oklahoma, Colorado, Iowa, Georgia, and Florida. References to these
jurisdictions’ rules are included in Appendix 2.

Staff’s Analysis and Recommendations

General Observations

Staff appreciates the work, comments, and suggestions made by all of the parties who
have participated in these workshops, and this participation has been invaluable to Staff in
developing its recommendations.

Staff believes that in a state with such dynamic growth as Arizona, it is essential to have a
healthy wholesale market for electricity. A competitive, functional wholesale market may make
it more likely that the costs and burdens associated with adding large amounts of infrastructure
yearly are kept as low as possible, which in turn helps keep electrical rates for consumers as low
as possible. In order for that to occur, however, Staff believes that merchants, developers, and
other non-utility generators must have confidence that the resource acquisition process 1s a fair,
transparent, and non-discriminatory process.

Analysis of the Process to Date

A fundamental question Staff had entering this process was whether it was appropriate to
initiate a rulemaking proceeding in order to develop formalized resource procurement rules, such
as exist in other jurisdictions. Throughout the workshop process, Staff did not detect a strong
interest from any party to initiate rulemaking proceedings on this matter. At most, some of the
parties seemed to suggest that formal rules could be more appropriately adopted as part of a
comprehensive review of Arizona’s IRP process, which is expected to take more time to

Docket Nos. E-00000A-02-0051 and E-00000A-01-0630
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complete. There seemed to be a strong view that Staff should recommend policies, guidelines, or
best practices—something short of formal rules, which all jurisdictional utilities would be
encouraged (though not necessarily obligated) to follow, and which could be put into effect in a
short time frame.

Most non-utility parties seemed to agree that the Track B process for APS and TEP had
generally been a success, and felt that the procedures adopted therein, especially as they related
to an independent monitor, had been good ones. Non-utility parties also seemed to support the
“secondary protocol” that APS has included as part of its Code of Conduct for its dealings with
affiliates, and expressed a desire that such a protocol apply to all electric utilities and under all
circumstances (not just in dealings with affiliates).

Another item of discussion in the third workshop was the Commission’s opening of a
new docket” pursuant to Decision No. 69663, which would require the Commission’s Hearing
Division to conduct a proceeding under A.R.S. § 40-252 to consider modifying Decision No.
67744 related to APS’ self-build option. Although some of the issues between this proceeding
and the new proceeding may overlap, Staff notes that this new proceeding will apply only to
APS rather than to all jurisdictional electric utilities. Therefore, Staff recommends addressing
procurement practices in the current proceeding, with the understanding that the outcome of this
proceeding may provide some guidance for the APS case.

Given the fact that there 1s little desire from the parties to instigate formal rulemaking as
part of this proceeding, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt a set of recommended best
practices to deal with some of the large issues involved with resource procurement.

RFP Solicitation Process Should Be the Primary Resource Acquisition Tool

While utilities have a number of procurement options available, Staff believes that a
utility should look first to the market. When a utility does look to the market, a request for
proposals ("RFP") process should be the primary means by which utilities acquire needed
wholesale power resources.

At this time, Staff does not recommend that the Commission adopt an overly prescriptive
solicitation regulatory scheme as has been done in some other states. Staff recommends that the
utilities be free to develop their own RFP process without Commission pre-approval (though
subject to review by the Commission). Arizona’s electric utilities have very different
characteristics and a “one size fits all” set of procurement rules might not allow for flexibility
that each of the utilities needs to fulfill its individual growth requirements.

7 Docket No. E-01345A-07-0420

Identification of the type of resources to be added, and amounts of resources to be added, are matters more
properly discussed in the main portion of this docket, which will consider resource planning issues at large,
including the possible renewal of an IRP process.
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As Staff and the Commission explore the reinstitution of IRP, there will be opportunities
to further develop this process and, if necessary, adopt more formal rules. Staff is
recommending a set of best practices that the utilities, Staff, and other interested parties should
follow until the Commission has the opportunity to explore whether a more formalized RFP
process ought to be adopted and integrated into an IRP process.

Although Staff believes that utilities should seek to use an RFP as the primary acquisition
process, Staff recognizes that there may be exceptions:

A.

For emergencies. The parties to the proceeding were virtually unanimous that a
utility should not have to go through either an RFP process or use an independent
monitor. An emergency is an unknown and unforeseeable condition (i) not
arising from acts or omissions by the utility which are not in accord with good
utility practice, (ii) that is temporary in nature, (i) that threatens reliability or
poses some other significant risk to the system, and (iv) where the subject
procurement is not greater in quantity or duration than what is necessary for the
utility to restore the system to a safe and reliable condition.

For short-term acquisitions to maintain system reliability.

For other components of energy procurement, such as transmission projects, fuels,
and fuel transportation.

When the planning horizon is two years or less.
When a utility encounters a genuine, unanticipated opportunity to acquire a power
supply resource at a clear and significant discount when compared with the cost

of acquiring new generating facilities that will provide unique value to customers.

For transactions that satisfy obligations under the Renewable Energy Standard
rules and for demand-side management/demand response programs.

Staff recommends that the following procurement methods (based on APS' Secondary
Protocol) be considered acceptable for the wholesale acquisition of energy, capacity, and
physical power hedge transactions:

A,

Purchases through third party, on-line trading systems, including but not limited
to the Intercontinental Exchange, Bloomberg, California Independent System
Operator, New York Mercantile Exchange, or other similar on-line third party
systems.

Purchases from qualified, third party, independent energy brokers.

Purchases from non-affiliated entities through auctions or an RFP process.
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D. Bilateral contracts with non-affiliated entities.

E. Bilateral contracts with affiliated entities, provided that non-affiliated entities are
provided notice of and an opportunity to beat any proposed contract before
executing the transaction.

F. Any other competitive procurement process approved by the Commission.

Independent Monitor

In most states with a regulatory requirement for competitive bidding, an independent
monitor or “evaluator” is always used. Other states use an evaluator when there is a likelihood
that the utility itself will bid or its affiliate plans to bid in the process. Staff is persuaded that the
utility 1s always a potential bidder, since it may be required to construct or develop the
generation if none of the bids meets its benchmark price. Therefore, given the large amounts of
money that are involved in developing, constructing, and operating generation projects, Staff
believes that the cost of an independent monitor is relatively small by comparison, and a good
means by which the Commission and bidders in the wholesale market can remain assured that
the procedures for selecting new resources are fair, transparent, and result in the most
economical resource being selected.

Additionally, Staff believes that the use of an independent monitor can also be in the
utility’s best interest, because an independent party can potentially testify as to the fairness and
transparency of the process, and that the lowest cost option was selected. This arguably reduces
regulatory risk to the utility. This may be the reason, for example, that independent monitors are
routinely used in Washington State, despite there being no regulatory requirement to do so.

Staff believes that the utility should consult with Commission Staff and jointly select
three to five companies or consultants ("vendor list") who can serve as an independent monitor.
The utility would file its vendor list in this docket for interested parties' review. Staff believes
that there should be a 30-day window for any interested party to raise objections to the vendor's
inclusion on the list. Within 60 days of the filing of the vendor list, Staff would endorse the
vendors it determines are appropriate. Once the vendors are endorsed by Staff, the utility would
be able to retain any of the authorized vendors for future RFPs. The utility would be required to
provide written notice to Staff of its retention of the independent monitor.

9

27 cer

There has been much discussion about the use of the terms “independent monitor,” “independent evaluator,” and
“independent auditor” and whether these terms are generally interchangeable or whether they are special terms
of art. APS has indicated that it believes an “auditor” is someone who reviews the project ex post facto, while a
“monitor” and “evaluator” have involvement throughout the process. An “evaluator,” according to APS, has a
much deeper level of involvement, and runs all of the calculations independently, whereas the “monitor” insures
that proper procedures are followed and lets the utility run all of the calculations. Staff has not observed a strict
delineation in use of the term in other states though, where this entity is generally called an “independent
evaluator,” irrespective of the duties. In the Commission’s Track B decision, the entity was referred to as an
“independent monitor;” therefore, in Arizona the parties have traditionally described the entity as an
“independent monitor.” Staff will continue to refer to this entity as an "independent monitor.”
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The monitor should have no vested interest in the outcome of the process and be free of
any potential conflicts of interest. Any potential monitor should fully disclose any potential
conflicts of interest before commencing work. Any monitor should be required to enter into an
agreement to keep all information confidential that pertains to the disclosure and use of any
models, analytical tools, data, or other materials of a confidential or proprietary nature made
available to it by the utility.

The monitor should issue regular reports (at least monthly) to Staff. The contract for the
monitor’s services should be between the utility and the monitor. The utility should pay for the
monitor. Staff would meet and communicate directly and regularly with the monitor concerning
the operation of the RFP process. Reasonable bidders’ fees may be used to help offset these
costs. When appropriate, the utility may request recovery of its payments to the monitor in
customer rates.

Staff believes the role of the independent monitor may be best determined by the type of
RFP the utility intends to issue. If it is reasonably anticipated that a utility or its affiliate intends
to submit a proposal, then the role of the monitor should be a larger one, with the monitor
involved in the process of receiving bids and independently performing the scoring of the bids.
On the other hand, if the utility or its affiliate does not desire or reasonably anticipate bidding in
the process, and would only build if the received bids are higher than the utility’s benchmark, "
then the role of the monitor may be less intrusive in the process, with the monitor reviewing the
procedures and other work that the utility alone is performing to insure that procedures have
been followed and the process has been a fair one.

The monitor should provide guidance to make sure that the utility utilizes procedures that
insure objectivity, such as intra-company separation of the group that prepares the benchmarks
and/or bids, and the group that evaluates and scores the bids.

Conclusion

It is Staff's intention to continue to facilitate competitive wholesale market options for the
acquisition of resources to serve electric consumers. Staff believes that conducting a rulemaking
on procurement issues is premature at this time. To enable the procurement process to go
forward expeditiously, Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the Recommended Best
Practices for Procurement that are listed in Appendix 1. The Recommended Best Practices
include types of acceptable methods of procurement, a preference for RFPs, and the role of an
independent monitor. Staff believes that these Recommended Best Practices would provide a
means by which the Commission, ratepayers, and bidders in the wholesale market can be assured
that the procedures for obtaining new resources are fair, transparent, and result in the most
economical resources being selected.

10 A benchmark is a reference cost that the utility has developed against which to evaluate the bids.
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Appendix 1

RECOMMENDED BEST PRACTICES
FOR PROCUREMENT

Procurement Methods

1. The following procurement methods are considered to be acceptable for the wholesale
acquisition of energy, capacity, and physical power hedge transactions:

A, Purchases through third party, on-line trading systems, including but not limited
to the Intercontinental Exchange, Bloomberg, California Independent System
Operator, New York Mercantile Exchange, or other similar on-line third party
systems.

B. Purchases from qualified, third party, independent energy brokers.

C. Purchases from non-affiliated entities through auctions or a request for proposals
("RFP") process.

D. Bilateral contracts with non-affiliated entities.

E. Bilateral contracts with affiliated entities, provided that non-affiliated entities are
provided notice of and an opportunity to beat any proposed contract before
executing the transaction.

F. Any other competitive procurement process approved by the Commission.

2. Utilities should seek to use an RFP as the primary acquisition process. Exceptions may

include the following:

A.

For emergencies. An emergency is an unknown and unforeseeable condition (i)
not arising from acts or omissions by the utility which are not in accord with good
utility practice, (i1) that is temporary in nature, (iii) that threatens reliability or
poses some other significant risk to the system, and (iv) where the subject
procurement is not greater in quantity or duration than what is necessary for the
utility to restore the system to a safe and reliable condition.

For short-term acquisitions to maintain system reliability.

For other components of energy procurement, such as transmission projects, fuels,
and fuel transportation.

When the planning horizon is two years or less.
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E. When a utility encounters a genuine, unanticipated opportunity to acquire a power
supply resource at a clear and significant discount when compared with the cost
of acquiring new generating facilities that will provide unique value to customers.

F. For transactions that satisfy obligations under the Renewable Energy Standard
rules and for demand-side management/demand response programs.

Independent Monitor

1.

An independent monitor should be used in all RFP processes for procurement of new
resources.

The utility should consult with Commission Staff and jointly select three to five
companies or consultants (“vendor list”) who can serve as an independent monitor.

The utility will file its vendor list in this docket for interested parties’ review. Parties will
have 30 days to object to a vendor’s inclusion on the list.

Within 60 days of the filing of the vendor list, Staff will endorse the vendors it
determines are appropriate. Once the vendors are endorsed by Staff, the utility would be
able to retain any of the authorized vendors for future RFPs. The utility is required to
provide written notice to Staff of its retention of the independent monitor.

The utility should enter into a contract with the monitor and should pay the monitor.
Reasonable bidders’ fees may be used to help offset these costs. When appropriate, the
utility may request recovery of its payments to the monitor in customer rates.

One week prior to the deadline for submitting bids, the utility should provide the
independent monitor with a copy of any bid proposal prepared by the utility or its
affiliate, or any benchmark or reference cost the utility has developed against which to
evaluate the bids. The independent monitor should take steps to secure the utility bid or
benchmark price in a location not known or accessible to any of the bidders or the utility
or its affiliate.

The independent monitor should provide reports (at least monthly) to Commission Staff
throughout the RFP process.
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BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

MIKE GLEASON
Chairman
WILLIAM A. MUNDELL
Comumissioner
JEFF HATCH-MILLER
Commissioner
KRISTIN K. MAYES
Commissioner
GARY PIERCE
Commissioner

IN THE MATTER OF COMPETITIVE DOCKET NO.E-00000E-05-0431
PROCUREMENT ISSUES IN THE

GENERIC INVESTIGATION INTO DECISION NO.

BLECTRIC RESOURCE PLANNING ORDER

Open Meeting

November 27 and 28, 2007
Phoenix, Arizona

BY THE COMMISSION:

FINDINGS OF FACT

Introduction

1. Commission Decision No. 67744 directed Staff to schedule workshops on resource
planning issues. Additionally, as part of the Settlement Agreement of that case, it was agreed that
“the Commission Staff will schedule workshops on resource planning issues to focus on
developing needed infrastructure and developing a flexible, timely, and fair competitive
procurement process.” (Paragraph 79, Settlement Agreement).

2. On April 5, 2007, Staff docketed a Request for Meetings Notice, and indicated that
a series of three workshops specifically related to issues of competitive procurement would be
held, and that the remaining issues related to resource planning would be conducted in other
workshops and noticed separately. Three workshops on competitive procurement were held on
April 25, 2007; May 23, 2007; and July 13, 2007. Eight entities filed nine sets of written

comments.
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3. On October 2, 2007, Staff issued a Draft Staff Report on Competitive Procurement
Issues, with a request for comments to be filed by October 12, 2007. Six entities filed comments
in response to the Draft Staff Report. Along with its memo, Staff filed its Final Staff Report on
Competitive Procurement Issues.
Discussion

4. It is Staff's intention to continue to facilitate competitive wholesale market options
for the acquisition of resources to serve electric consumers. Staff believes that conducting a
rulemaking on procurement issues is premature at this time. To enable the procurement process to
go forward expeditiously, Staff has recommended that the Commission adopt Recommended Best
Practices for Procurement. The Recommended Best Practices include types of acceptable methods
of procurement, a preference for requests for proposals ("RFPs"), and the role of an independent
monitor. Staff believes that these Recommended Best Practices would provide a means by which
the Commission, ratepayers, and bidders in the wholesale market can be assured that the
procedures for obtaining new resources are fair, transparent, and result in the most economical
resources being selected.

Staff Recommendation

5. Staff has recommended that the Commission adopt the following Recommended

Best Practices for Procurement.

RECOMMENDED BEST PRACTICES
FOR PROCUREMENT

Procurement Methods

1. The following procurement methods are considered to be acceptable for the wholesale
acquisition of energy, capacity, and physical power hedge transactions:

A. Purchases through third party, on-line trading systems, including but not limited to
the Intercontinental Exchange, Bloomberg, California Independent System Operator,
New York Mercantile Exchange, or other similar on-line third party systems.

B. Purchases from qualified, third party, independent energy brokers.

C. Purchases from non-affiliated entities through auctions or a request for proposals
("RFP") process.

Decision No.
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. Bilateral contracts with non-affiliated entities.

. Bilateral contracts with affiliated entities, provided that non-affiliated entities are
provided notice of and an opportunity to beat any proposed contract before
executing the transaction.

F. Any other competitive procurement process approved by the Commission.

Utilities should seek to use an RFP as the primary acquisition process. Exceptions may
include the following:

A. For emergencies. An emergency is an unknown and unforeseeable condition (i) not
arising from acts or omissions by the utility which are not in accord with good utility
practice, (i) that is temporary in nature, (iii) that threatens reliability or poses some
other significant risk to the system, and (iv) where the subject procurement is not
greater in quantity or duration than what is necessary for the utility to restore the
system to a safe and reliable condition.

B. For short-term acquisitions to maintain system reliability.

C For other components of energy procurement, such as transmission projects, fuels,
and fuel transportation.

D. When the planning horizon is two years or less.
E. When a utility encounters a genuine, unanticipated opportunity to acquire a power
supply resource at a clear and significant discount when compared with the cost of

acquiring new generating facilities that will provide unique value to customers.

F. For transactions that satisfy obligations under the Renewable Energy Standard rules
and for demand-side management/demand response programs.

Independent Monitor

1.

An independent monitor should be used in all RFP processes for procurement of new
resources.

The utility should consult with Commission Staff and jointly select three to five
companies or consultants (“vendor list”) who can serve as an independent monitor.

The utility will file its vendor list in this docket for interested parties’ review. Parties
will have 30 days to object to a vendor’s inclusion on the list.

Within 60 days of the filing of the vendor list, Staff will endorse the vendors it
determines are appropriate. Once the vendors are endorsed by Staff, the utility would
be able to retain any of the authorized vendors for future RFPs. The utility is required
to provide written notice to Staff of its retention of the independent monitor.

Decision No.
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1.
2.

Docket No. E-00000E-05-0431

The utility should enter into a contract with the monitor and should pay the monitor.
Reasonable bidders’ fees may be used to help offset these costs. When appropriate, the
utility may request recovery of its payments to the monitor in customer rates.

One week prior to the deadline for submitting bids, the utility should provide the
independent monitor with a copy of any bid proposal prepared by the utility or its
affiliate, or any benchmark or reference cost the utility has developed against which to
evaluate the bids. The independent monitor should take steps to secure the utility bid or
benchmark price in a location not known or accessible to any of the bidders or the
utility or its affiliate.

The independent monitor should provide reports (at least monthly) to Commission Staff
throughout the RFP process.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Commission has jurisdiction the subject matter of the application.

The Commission, having reviewed the application and Staff's Memorandum dated

November 6, 2007, concludes that it is in the public interest to adopt the Recommended Best

Practices for Procurement.

Decision No.
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ORDER
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the Recommended Best Practices for Procurement is

adopted.
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this Decision shall become effective immediately.

BY THE ORDER OF THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION

CHAIRMAN COMMISSIONER

COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER COMMISSIONER

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I DEAN S. MILLER, Interim
Executive Director of the Arizona Corporation Commission,
have hereunto, set my hand and caused the official seal of
this Commission to be affixed at the Capitol, in the City of
Phoenix, this day of , 2007.

DEAN S. MILLER
Interim Executive Director

DISSENT:

DISSENT:

EGJ:BEK:Ihm\KT
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Mr. Jeff Schlegel

Sweep

1167 West Samalayuca Drive
Tucson, Arizona 85704

Mr. Robert Annan

Annan Group

6605 East Evening Glow
Scottsdale, Arizona 85262

Ms. Deborah R. Scott

Pinnacle West Capital Corporation
400 North 5™ Street

Post Office Box 53999, MS 8695
Phoenix, Arizona 85072-3999

Mr. David Berry

Western Resource Advocates
Post Office Box 1064
Scottsdale, Arizona 85252

Mr. Eric C. Guidry

Western Resource Advocates
2260 Baseline, Suite 200
Boulder, Colorado 80302

Ms. Amanda Ormond

The Ormond Group, LLC
7650 South McClintock Drive,
Suite 103-282

Tempe, Arizona 85284

Mr. Michael Grant
Gallagher & Kennedy

2575 East Camelback Road
Phoenix, Arizona 85016

Mr. C. Webb Crockett
Mr. Patrick J. Black
Fennemore Craig

3003 North Central Avenue, Suite 2600

Phoenix, Arizona 85012

Docket No. E-00000E-05-0431

Mr. Jerry Coffey

Mr. Erick Bonner

Ms. Rebecca Turner

Gila River Power, L.P.
702 North Franklin Street
Tampa, Florida 33602

Ms. Karen Haller

Southwest Gas Corporation
5421 Spring Mountain Road
Las Vegas, Nevada 89102

Mr. Paul R. Michaud

Michaud Law Firm, P.L.C.

46 Eastham Bridge Road

East Hampton, Connecticut 06424

Mr. Larry Killman

Greystone Environmental
8222 S. 48™ Street, Suite 140
Phoenix, Arizona 85044-5353

Mr. Michael Patten

Ms. Laura Sixkiller

Roshka DeWulf & Patten

One Arizona Center

400 East Van Buren Street, Suite 800
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Mr. Dave Couture

TEP

Post Office Box 711
Tucson, Arizona 85702

Mr. Jerry Payne

Cooperative International Forestry
333 Broadway SE

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102

Ms. Donna M. Bronski

Scottsdale City Attorney’s Office
3939 North Drinkwater Boulevard
Scottsdale, Arizona 85251
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Mr. Brian Hageman

Ms. Caren Peckerman

Mr. Richard Brill

Deluge, Inc.

4116 East Superior Avenue, Suite D3
Phoenix, Arizona 85040

Mr. Jay Moyes

Moyes Storey

1850 North Central Avenue, Suite 1100
Phoenix, Arizona 85004

Mr. Scott S. Wakefield

Mr. Stephen Ahearn

RUCO

1110 West Washington Street, Suite 220
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. John Wallace

Grand Canyon State Electric Cooperative
Association, Inc.

120 North 44™ Street, Suite 100

Phoenix, Arizona 85034

Mr. Clifford A. Cathers
Sierra Southwest Cooperative Services, Inc.
1000 South Highway 80
Benson, Arizona 85602

Ms. Jana Brandt

Ms. Kelly Barr

Salt River Project

PO Box 52025, MS PAB221
Phoenix, Arizona 85072

Mr. Dan Austin

Comverge, Inc.

6509 West Frye Road, Suite 4
Chandler, Arizona 85226

Mr. Theodore Roberts
Mr. Lawrence V. Robertson, Jr.
Post Office Box 1448
Tubac, Arizona 85646

Docket No. E-00000E-05-0431

Mr. Troy Anatra

Comverge, Inc.

120 Eagle Rock Avenue, Suite 190
East Hanover, New Jersey 07936

Mr. Emest G. Johnson

Director, Utilities Division
Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington Street
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

Mr. Christopher C. Kempley
Chief Counsel

Arizona Corporation Commission
1200 West Washington

Phoenix, Arizona 85007
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